From: Hall, Stephen

To: Jay. Michael; Grooms, Leland; Bhesania, Amy; Davis. Michael

Cc: patricia.maliro@dnr.mo.gov; Peter, David; Kemp, Lachala; Wilbur, Emily; Moore, Kyra
Subject: MDNR-Response to 2015 Monitoring Network Plan Comments

Date: Thursday, November 19, 2015 4:54:50 PM

Attachments: #6567MDNR-Response to Washington U-Comments 11-19-2015.pdf

Mike, et al,

Attached is the electronic copy of our response to the Washington University School of Law
comments regarding our 2015 Monitoring Network Plan. The letter should be in the mail today.
Stephen M. Hall

Air Quality Analysis Section Chief

Air Pollution Control Program

Missouri Department of Natural Resources

1659A E. EIm St. Jefferson City, MO 65102-0176

Phone: 573-751-8406

Promoting, Protecting and Enjoying our Natural Resources. Learn more at dnr.mo.gov.
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Ms. Maxine 1. Lipeles
Interdisciplinary Environmental Clinic
Washington University School of Law
One Brookings Drive CB 1120

St. Louis, MO 63130

Dear Ms. Lipeles:

Thank you for submitting comments in regards to the 2015 Monitoring Network Plan which was
made available for public inspection on our website on June 15, 2015. The Missouri Department
of Natural Resources’ Air Pollution Control Program prepared the 2015 Monitoring Network
Plan to address the requirements of 40 CFR 58.10 (a) (1) for annual submittal of a plan to
provide information on current State or Local Air Monitoring Stations (SLAMS), other ambient
air monitoring, and any proposed network changes for the upcoming year. The final plan
submitted to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) fulfills these requirements.

We appreciate Sierra Club's interest in the Missouri 2015 Monitoring Network Plan and its
efforts to compile comments with supporting technical documentation. I would like to take this
opportunity to address the comments you submitted during the plan’s public inspection period
and the supplemental comments you submitted on August 11, 2015. These comments focus
primarily on ambient air monitoring networks for the Ameren UE Labadie and Rush Island coal
fired power plants.

Comments regarding the plan were generally related to the implementation approach of the 1-
hour Sulfur Dioxide (SO) National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), US EPA's recent
Data Requirements Rule (DRR) Proposal, a 2015 Consent Agreement between MDNR and
Ameren UE, and the Consent Decree between Sierra Club and US EPA regarding certain SO,
sources. Your letter identified several key points regarding the Labadie and Rush Island
Monitoring networks. Our responses follow your original comments identified in italics.

“It is premature fo site and install new SO, monitors at the Labadie plant until EPA
completes an area designation for the plant.”

Ambient air monitoring can be conducted to support other purposes not just area designations
consistent with 40 CFR 58 Appendix D including: providing air pollution data to the general
public in a timely manner, support compliance with ambient air quality standards and emissions
strategy development, and support for air pollution research studies. As indicated in the 2015
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Monitoring Network Plan, characterizing current air quality and meteorology near the Labadie
Energy Center will provide quantifiable and useful quality assured technical information to
supplement the ongoing 1-hour SO, NAAQS implementation process. This process will likely
involve evaluating the quality assured ambient air monitoring data with source specific refined
dispersion modeling and monitor how well sources are controlling their pollutant emissions over
time. This is one of the objectives cited in 40 CFR 58 Appendix D, 1.1(b). The Labadie SO,
monitors began monitoring SO, data on April 22, 2015. Once this data is quality assured and
reported to EPA’s Air Quality System (AQS) there will be current ambient air quality data paired
with on-site meteorology which can be used to evaluate any refined dispersion modeling

conducted for this area and determine if air quality near these locations meet the 1-hour SO,
NAAQS.

“While DNR plans to use the proposed new Labadie and Rush Island monitors as State
and Local Air Monitoring Stations (“SLAMS”),” it is not submitting them for EPA
approval as required for SLAMS.”

As indicated in the 2015 Monitoring Network Plan, since the Labadie and Rush Island SO,
monitors are not counted when showing compliance with the minimum SO, monitoring
requirements of 40 CFR 58, the appropriate designation for these monitors at this time is Special
Purpose Monitor (SPM). This is also consistent with EPA’s recently promulgated DRR: §
51.1203 “(c) Monitoring. For each area identified in the notification submitted pursuant to
paragraph (b) of this section as an area for which SO, concentrations will be characterized
through ambient monitoring, the required monitors shall be sited and operated either as SLAMS
or in a manner equivalent to SLAMS. In either case, monitors shall meet applicable criteria in
40 CFR part 58, appendices A, C, and E and their data shall be subject to data certification and
reporting requirements as prescribed in 40 CFR 58.15 and 58.16. These requirements include
quarterly reporting of monitoring data to the Air Quality System, and the annual certification of
data by May 1 of the following year.” (Federal Register /Vol. 80, No. 162 / Friday, August 21,
2015 / Rules and Regulations 51087) Therefore, SPM monitors operated in a manner equivalent
to SLAMS as described in the 2015 Monitoring Network Plan meet this requirement of the DRR.

As you may know, EPA has proposed revisions to 40 CFR 58 with additional regulatory clarity
regarding how States designate SLAMS and SPM monitors in their respective networks. We do
anticipate that once EPA promulgates these rule revisions we will review the SPM and SLAMS
designations and propose any needed changes to those designations consistent with the final rule
requirements. For additional information about this proposed rule see, EPA’s Revisions to
Ambient Monitoring Quality Assurance and Other Requirements, proposed rule: Federal
Register, September 11, 2014, Volume 79 Number 176, Pages 54356 — 54395.

“Based on currently-available modeling, one of the two proposed new Labadie monitoring
sites and two of the three proposed new Rush Island monitoring sites are unlikely to
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capture maximum ambient SO; concentrations because they are not located in areas
where peak SO, concentrations are expected to occur.”

Neither the EPA Monitoring TAD nor DRR specifies a minimum number of monitoring sites
needed to characterize sources for the 1-hour SO, NAAQS. The Preamble to the DRR states:
“Potential ambient air monitoring costs are estimated based on the assumption that air quality for
each of the 412 SO, sources exceeding the 2,000 tpy threshold would be characterized through a
single newly deployed air monitor. (Note, however, that the Monitoring TAD discusses
situations where more than one monitor may be appropriate or necessary to properly characterize
peak 1-hour SO, concentrations in certain areas, which would increase costs proportionally.)”
Federal Register /Vol. 80, No. 162 / Friday, August 21, 2015 /Rules and Regulations 51085

Consistent with the DRR, the department determined the number of monitoring sites for these
areas using a case-by-case technical evaluation as described in the monitoring plan.
Characteristics and complexity of both areas indicates multiple monitoring sites is appropriate in
these areas for additional spatial coverage as suggested in the EPA Monitoring TAD Page A-10:
“Even in situations where the measured concentrations at any given monitor are not the peak
values that would be driving the design values in the area, the characterization of SO,
concentrations around the SO, source are enhanced, furthering the understanding of exposures
and dispersion in that area. This data will allow for a more complete understanding of the likely
SO, concentration gradients in an area, increased understanding of the frequency at which certain
locations see SO, concentration maxima, and increased detail and confidence in any NAAQS
determination activity.”

“DNR has not adequately justified the locations of the proposed new Labadie and Rush
Island monitoring sites. The support offered for the monitoring site locations in DNR'’s
plan was provided by Ameren (Appendices 2 and 4). DNR visually observed the
proposed sites at both plants but only performed independent modeling - which does not
entirely support Ameren’s proposed locations - regarding the Rush Island sites (Appendix
5). DNR did not perform independent modeling regarding the Labadie sites.”

The department did perform dispersion modeling of the Labadie power plant and this data was
provided to Washington University School of Law under an open records request (OR29772).
Dispersion modeling files are not required elements for inclusion in an Annual Monitoring
Network Plan consistent with 40 CFR 58.10. However, if there is additional specific information
needed to complete your review of this plan, don’t hesitate to ask.

Your supplemental comments submitted on August 11, 2015 are similar to those comments
received during the public inspection period and focus primarily on the following two main
issues regarding the Labadie monitoring plan:

“New Modeling By DNR Confirms That The Valley Monitoring Site Is Not Located In An Area
Where Peak SO, Concentrations Are Expected To Occur.”
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As indicated in the monitoring network plan, the Labadie ambient air monitoring project is to
characterize areas of anticipated 1-hour SO, ground level impact from the Labadie Energy
Center and to collect meteorological data suitable for use in regulatory dispersion modeling
studies of the coal fired power plant’s emission impact. At the time the plan was established the
department anticipated that data from these monitors could be used for several purposes
including but not limited to satisfying elements of the EPA’s SO, Data Requirements Rule and
evaluating refined dispersion modeling of the power plant’s emissions. Although the
preliminary meteorological and SO, monitoring data are useful for some analysis, we believe
continued monitoring as described in the Monitoring Network Plan is necessary to characterize
1-hour SO, in the area and satisfy the requirements of the DRR.

“Il. New Wind Climatology Data From the Valley Monitoring Site Demonstrates The Need To
Collect Additional On-Site Meteorological Data Before DNR Proposes New SO, Monitors Near
The Labadie Plant.”

We agree that collecting additional on-site metrological data is important, but collecting
concurrent SO, ambient air monitoring data will allow us to evaluate any refined dispersion
modeling conducted for this area and determine if air quality measured in the area near these
monitoring locations meet the 1-hour SO, NAAQS. The extent of future air quality analysis
would be limited without both concurrent measurements.

Thank you again for your comments on this plan. If you have questions regarding this letter,
please contact me at the Department’s Air Pollution Control Program, P.O. Box 176,
Jefferson City, MO 65102 or by telephone at (573) 751-7840.

Sincerely,

AIR POLLUTION CONTROL PROGRAM

Director

KLM:shd

¢: Mr. Mark Hague, Acting Regional Administrator, U.S. EPA Region VII
Mr. Mike Jay, U.S. EPA Region VII
Ms. Amy Bhesania, U.S. EPA Region VII
Mr. Leland Grooms, U.S. EPA Region VII
Mr. Michael Davis, U.S. EPA Region VII
Mr. Kenneth Miller, P.G., Washington University School of Law






